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PER CURIAM:

Rashard Kimako Wagner appeals his conviction and

262-month sentence following his plea of guilty for possession with

intent to distribute cocaine and cocaine base, in violation of 21

U.S.C. § 841 (2000); possession of a firearm in the furtherance of

drug trafficking, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 924 (2000); and

possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18

U.S.C. §§ 922, 924 (2000).  Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

Wagner first claims on appeal that the district court

erred in applying the career offender provision of the sentencing

guidelines.  See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 4B1.1 (2004).

A district court violates the Sixth Amendment when, acting pursuant

to the Sentencing Reform Act and the Guidelines, it imposes a

sentence greater than the maximum authorized by the facts found by

the jury or admitted by the defendant.  United States v. Booker,

125 S. Ct. 738, 746, 750 (2005).  The fact of a prior conviction,

however, is an exception to this general rule and need not be

proven to a jury beyond a reasonable doubt.  See

Almendarez-Torres v. United States, 523 U.S. 224, 233-36, 243-44

(1998); see also Booker, 125 S. Ct. at 756 (“Any fact (other than

a prior conviction) which is necessary to support a sentence . . .

must be proved to a jury”); United States v. Cheek, 415 F.3d 349,

352-53 (4th Cir. 2005) (rejecting challenge to validity of

Almendarez-Torres).  Because application of the career offender
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enhancement does not implicate the Sixth Amendment, we deny relief

on this claim.  

Wagner also claims the sentence imposed by the district

court was unreasonable.  We have reviewed the record and the

factors considered by the district court pursuant to 18 U.S.C.

§ 3553 (2000), and find no evidence suggesting the sentence is

unreasonable.  Accordingly, this claim merits no relief.  

We affirm the judgment of the district court.  We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions

are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.     

AFFIRMED


